What are we measuring? Convergence of leadership with interpersonal and non-interpersonal personality. by Vries, R.E. de
 http://lea.sagepub.com/
Leadership
 http://lea.sagepub.com/content/4/4/403
The online version of this article can be found at:
 
DOI: 10.1177/1742715008095188
 2008 4: 403Leadership
Reinout E. de Vries
Non-interpersonal Personality
What Are We Measuring? Convergence of Leadership with Interpersonal and
 
 
Published by:
 http://www.sagepublications.com
 can be found at:LeadershipAdditional services and information for 
 
 
 
 
 
 http://lea.sagepub.com/cgi/alertsEmail Alerts: 
 
 http://lea.sagepub.com/subscriptionsSubscriptions:  
 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.navReprints: 
 
 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.navPermissions: 
 
 http://lea.sagepub.com/content/4/4/403.refs.htmlCitations: 
 
 at Vrije Univ Bibliotheek on December 6, 2010lea.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
Leadership
Copyright © 2008 SAGE Publications (Los Angeles, London, New Delhi, and Singapore)
Vol 4(4): 403–417 DOI: 10.1177/1742715008095188  http://lea.sagepub.com
What Are We Measuring? Convergence
of Leadership with Interpersonal and 
Non-interpersonal Personality
Reinout E. de Vries, VU University, Amsterdam, The Netherlands
Abstract Since leadership styles have been most commonly defined in terms of
interpersonal influence, one would assume that they have their main projections on
the interpersonal circumplex. In this study, the relations between leadership styles
from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and Leader Behaviour Description
Questionnaire and both interpersonal and HEXACO personality scales are investi-
gated. As expected, charismatic leadership and leader’s consideration have strong
projections on the interpersonal circumplex, with main projections on the warm-
agreeable octant. Transactional leadership, passive leadership, and task-oriented
leadership have considerably weaker or no projections on the circumplex. Leader’s
consideration is most strongly related to interpersonal personality while both trans-
actional and passive leadership are most strongly related to non-interpersonal
personality. It is concluded that especially charismatic leadership and leader’s
consideration are captured almost fully by the HEXACO personality inventory.
Keywords interpersonal circumplex; leadership; personality
Introduction
Leadership and personality research have evolved differently, but share many of the
same assumptions. Both are being regarded as useful for selection purposes (Good-
stein & Lanyon, 1999; Judge et al., 1999); both focus on relations with organizational
outcomes (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Lim & Ployhart, 2004; Lowe et al., 1996); and
both study interpersonal interactions and their effects (Kacmar et al., 2003; Mount
et al., 1998; Wagner et al., 1995). It is noteworthy, however, that many of the instru-
ments measuring leadership have been constructed without reference to the main
personality dimensions, while characteristics prototypical of leaders, such as
dynamic, trustworthy, and organized (Lord & Maher, 1993), are similar to traits used
in lexical personality research (e.g. Ashton et al., 2004). This study tries to address
this issue by investigating the relations between personality trait and leadership style
measures. In contrast with recent studies that have looked at the relations between
the main personality traits and leadership styles (Bono & Judge, 2004; Crant &
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Bateman, 2000; Judge & Bono, 2000), we will argue that some of the most notable
leadership instruments are actually measuring aspects of personality, and not much
else. Practically, assessors interested in leadership may want to know what, if any,
leadership qualities are measured in personality assessments. This study tries to
answer this question by investigating the relations between leadership and the main
interpersonal and non-interpersonal dimensions of personality.
Leadership has been defined in a number of different ways. Most of these
definitions include a reference to a) acts of influence, b) the target(s) of influence,
and c) the goals served with the acts of influence. Yukl (2002), for instance, defines
leadership as:
The process of influencing others to understand and agree about what needs to
be done and how it can be done effectively, and the process of facilitating
individual and collective efforts to accomplish the shared objectives. (p. 7)
Although some have defined leadership in pure perceptual terms as ‘the process of
being perceived by others as a leader’ (Lord & Maher, 1993: 11), most behavioural
definitions imply certain types of acts or behaviours that may influence others
(‘subordinates’) to serve the goals of a leader or his/her organization. From the
behavioural or style perspective, several questionnaires have been constructed. Most
notable of these have been the Leader Behaviour Description Questionnaire (LBDQ,
Fleishman, 1953) and the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ, Bass, 1985).
Although the most well-known of the LBDQ questionnaires, LBDQ Form XII,
contained 12 leadership subscales and was actually constructed to ensure that no
important leadership behaviours were left out, ironically only two of the subscales
became popular, i.e. consideration and initiating of structure (Judge et al., 2004). The
MLQ consists of eight subscales, but often these are combined into the following
three main dimensions of leadership: transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, and passive (or laissez faire) leadership (Bass et al., 2003; Judge and
Piccolo, 2004).
Both the LBDQ and the MLQ measures have been shown to be important predic-
tors of outcome criteria, such as subordinates’ job satisfaction, motivation, and group
or organizational performance (Bass et al., 2003; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Judge et
al., 2004; Lowe et al., 1996). Although earlier research has shown transformational
leadership to add variance beyond consideration and initiating structure (Seltzer and
Bass, 1990), recent meta-analyses have shown that the validities of the LBDQ and
MLQ scales are remarkably similar (Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Judge et al., 2004).
Judge and colleagues found the following estimated true score correlations of leader-
ship styles with an overall criterion, i.e. consideration: ρ = .48; initiating structure:
ρ = .29; transformational leadership: ρ = .44; and contingent reward (an aspect of
transactional leadership): ρ = .39 (Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Judge et al., 2004). Not
only do Judge et al. (2004) note the resemblance of consideration to the individual-
ized consideration facet of transformational leadership, initiating structure also
shares some notable features with transactional leadership, such as its focus on the
active management of task-related behaviours.
There are a number of quantitative reviews that have investigated the relation
between leadership and personality (Bono & Judge, 2004; Judge et al., 2002; Lord
et al., 1986). For instance, Judge et al. (2002) showed that ‘Big Five’ traits are
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consistently related to leadership effectiveness and emergence. Of these, extraversion
and openness to experience were the most important correlates of leadership
effectiveness, while leadership emergence was significantly related to extraversion,
openness to experience, conscientiousness, and disagreeableness. Judge and Bono
(2000) found extraversion, together with agreeableness, to be the most important
correlates of transformational leadership. In a meta-analysis of the relations between
MLQ scales and personality, Bono and Judge (2004) showed charismatic leadership
(a combination of idealized influence and inspirational motivation) to be most strongly
related to extraversion, openness, and agreeableness, while individualized consider-
ation was most strongly related to extraversion and agreeableness. The relation
between Big Five personality and passive leadership was weaker, but the main
negative correlates of passive leadership were agreeableness and conscientiousness.
Recent studies have shown that the Big Five may not offer a full description of
the personality dimensions that are part of the human lexicon (Ashton & Lee, 2001;
Ashton, Lee, De Vries et al., 2006; Ashton, Lee & Goldberg, 2004; Ashton, Lee,
Perugini et al., 2004). In a reanalysis of the eight main psycho-lexical personality
studies on which the five-factor structure of personality is based, Ashton, Lee,
Perugini et al. (2004) and Ashton, Lee and Goldberg (2004) showed that instead of
five, all of these studies provided strong evidence of a sixth factor, which the
authors named ‘honesty-humility’. Additionally, due to the addition of this sixth
factor, the factor structure of the remaining five factors is somewhat changed from
the Big Five structure, with the most important modifications in the agreeableness
and emotional stability factors. Agreeableness in the new six-factor solution
contains content referring to even temper and lack of irritability, while the new
factor ‘emotionality’ contains content referring to sensitivity and lack of toughness,
and lacks content referring to irritability. Based on these findings, Lee and Ashton
(2004) have constructed a new personality inventory, called the HEXACO-PI, in
which HEXACO refers to the six underlying dimensions: Honesty-humility,
Emotionality, eXtraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to
experience.
It appears from the leadership studies that two of the ‘HEXACO’ dimensions, i.e.
extraversion and agreeableness, are the most likely correlates of leadership. Person-
ality psychologists have referred to extraversion and agreeableness as the ‘inter-
personal dimensions’ (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990). The most well-known other
conceptualization of the interpersonal dimensions is the interpersonal circumplex
(Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 1995). The interpersonal circumplex consists of two dimen-
sions, usually referred to as ‘dominance’ and ‘affiliation’, and eight octants that are
arranged in a circular pattern (Figure 1). To date, a great number of studies have been
conducted using one of the instruments that are available to measure the interpersonal
circumplex. Several studies have shown that the interpersonal circumplex is the best
conceptualization of the interpersonal personality domain (e.g. De Raad, 1995) and
is highly useful in research on interpersonal relationships (Markey et al., 2003;
Tracey et al., 2001).
Although the link between the personality dimension agreeableness and affiliation
of the interpersonal circumplex does not seem to be disputed, some scholars have
objected on the one-on-one relation between the personality dimension extraversion
and dominance of the interpersonal circumplex. According to several authors, the
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dominance dimension of the interpersonal circumplex actually has to be considered
a combination of extraversion and emotional stability (or lack of emotionality)
(Hofstee et al., 1992; Saucier, 1992; Saucier et al., 2001). Empirical evidence for this
position is provided by Pincus et al. (1998) who showed, using factor analyses, that
the affiliation dimension of the interpersonal circumplex shared high loadings
(> |.60|) on the same dimension with agreeableness, while the dominance dimension
of the interpersonal circumplex shared high loadings on the same dimension with
both extraversion and neuroticism (which had a negative loading). Consequently,
instead of two, at least three of the dimensions of the HEXACO six-dimensional
space seem to measure interpersonal personality: agreeableness, extraversion, and
emotionality.
This study sets out to test the convergence of the MLQ and LBDQ with the
HEXACO-PI and the interpersonal circumplex. Of the LBDQ and MLQ scales, we
expected MLQ transformational leadership and LBDQ consideration to have the
strongest relation with the interpersonal scales (i.e. extraversion, agreeableness, and
emotionality) of the HEXACO-PI and both to have a strong projection on the
interpersonal circumplex. By contrast, both transactional leadership (MLQ) and
initiating structure (LBDQ) can be considered more non-interpersonal than inter-
personal. Although dominance or control certainly seems to play a role in transactional
leadership and initiating structure, the focus of both of these scales is more on the
creation of structures in which subordinates may operate than on the actual interaction
between the leader and his/her subordinates. For instance, transactional leadership
focuses on the provision of (external) rewards, while initiating structure focuses on
goal setting. Thus, both of these scales should not be strongly related to the three inter-
personal dimensions of the HEXACO and they should not have strong projections on
the interpersonal circumplex; but they might be related to non-interpersonal person-
ality (i.e. especially conscientiousness). Last of all, passive leadership (MLQ) is the
antithesis of leadership and should show a low amount of projection on the inter-
personal circumplex, although a negative relation with extraversion is to be expected.
Additionally, a negative relation of passive leadership with non-interpersonal person-
ality dimensions, such as conscientiousness, is also to be expected.
Leadership 4(4) Articles
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Figure 1 The interpersonal circumplex (Leary, 1957)
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Method
Sample and procedure
The sample consisted of 152 students with work-related experience in a subordinate
role, of which 50 (32.9%) were men and 101 (66.4%) were women (and one missing
value). The mean age is 21.8 years (SD = 2.9). On average, they knew their super-
visor 2.4 years (SD = 2.7) and spent 15.4 hours per week (SD = 9.6) with the group
or organization for which they were working. The respondents were asked to fill out
an internet-based questionnaire in a computer room at the university.
Measures
To establish the amount of convergence of personality and leadership, respondents
(i.e. subordinates) in this study provided other-reports (i.e. ratings of their leader) on
all leadership and personality measures. Both a shortened Dutch version of the MLQ
and a Dutch version of the LBDQ were used to measure leadership. The MLQ items
were derived from the factor analysis of Den Hartog et al. (1994, 1997). In line with
others (e.g. Heinitz et al., 2005), who were unable to empirically distinguish the full
range of nine leadership factors proposed by Bass and Avolio (1997), they focused
on a reduced set of three leadership factors: charismatic leadership, transactional
leadership, and passive leadership. In this study, the reliabilities of the MLQ scales
were as follows (see Table 1): charismatic leadership (alpha = .91), transactional
leadership (alpha = .67), and passive leadership (alpha = .67). The two scales of the
Dutch version of the LBDQ (Fleishman, 1953; De Vries et al., 2002; Syroit, 1979)
showed high reliabilities, i.e. consideration (alpha = .92) and initiating structure
(alpha = .81).
A translation–back-translation procedure was followed to arrive at the Dutch
version of the HEXACO-PI (De Vries et al., 2004; Lee et al., 2005). Any differences
from the original items were discussed until consensus was reached. Each of the
HEXACO-PI scales consisted of 18 items. In this study, subordinates rated their
leader on the 108 items of the HEXACO-PI.1 All of the scales showed good to excel-
lent psychometric properties, with all but one of the reliabilities (emotionality: alpha
= .79) exceeding .80. Additionally, two-thirds of the correlations between the person-
ality scales were not significantly different from zero, and except for a correlation
of .39 between honesty-humility and agreeableness, none of the few remaining
significant correlations exceeded the .30 level (see Table 1).
To call a scale (such as transformational leadership or leader’s consideration) an
interpersonal construct, the scale’s correlations with the interpersonal circumplex
facets should show a characteristic sinusoidal projection (Gurtman, 1993; Wiggins
et al., 1989). We constructed eight adjective scales to represent the octants of the
interpersonal circumplex in the following way. First, we obtained adjectives from 400
self-ratings on 551 Dutch personality adjectives (Brokken, 1978; De Raad, 1992; De
Raad et al., 1992). Second, the loadings on the first two factors of the six-factor
solution (Ashton et al., 2004), which represented extraversion and agreeableness,
were re-rotated to obtain the highest loading adjectives on eight circumplex octants.
The following rules were determined to choose an adjective: 1) adjectives should
have their highest loading on the octant rather than another octant, and 2) their main
Leadership Leadership and Interpersonal Personality de Vries
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loading on the octant should differ by at least .10 from the nearby octant. Example
adjectives from the interpersonal circumplex octants are: friendly (LM, 14 items),
dynamic (NO, 14 items), fiery (PA, 14 items), irascible (BC, 13 items), unfriendly
(DE, 17 items), introvert (FG, 12 items), quiet (HI, 14 items), and good-natured (JK,
12 items). The inter-octant correlations are in line with expectations of monotonic
increasing and decreasing correlations (see Table 1) and circumplex analysis using
CIRCUM (Browne, 1992) confirmed the circumplexical nature of the scales based
on the adjectives. Similar to the HEXACO-PI, the respondents of this study provided
ratings of their leader on the circumplex adjectives. All the reliabilities of the scales
based on these adjectives of the different circumplex octants exceeded .80 (Table 1).
Analyses
Based on the correlations of the leadership styles with the interpersonal circumplex
octants, construct correlation curves were constructed along the procedure suggested
by Gurtman (1993), using the formula r(i) = e + a  cos(Θ(i) – δ), in which r(i) is
the scale’s correlation with octant i of the circumplex, e is the elevation of the curve,
a is the amplitude, Θ(i) is the angle of octant i, and δ is the angular displacement of
the curve. Strong projections on the interpersonal circumplex are projections with
a > .60; weak projections are projections with .20 < a < .40; and scales with no
projections are those with a < .20. To test the difference in explained variance,
multiple R’s were computed for the relations of the interpersonal and non-
interpersonal scales with the leadership scales, which in turn were converted to
z-scores using Fisher’s r-to-z transformation, before being submitted to F-tests. Since
none of the background variables were significantly related to the leadership scales,
these were left out of the analyses.
Results
In Table 1, the correlations between the variables investigated are reported. Based on
the correlations between the interpersonal circumplex adjectives scales and the
leadership styles provided in Table 1, construct correlation curves were constructed.
These are shown in Figures 2–3. As can be seen in Table 1 and both Figures, charis-
matic leadership and leader’s consideration have strong projections on the inter-
personal circumplex. By contrast, transactional leadership, passive leadership, and
leader’s initiating structure do not have strong projections on the interpersonal
circumplex. The main projection of charismatic leadership is on the LM (0 degree;
warm-agreeable) octant (Figure 2). The amplitude of the projection of charismatic
leadership on the interpersonal circumplex is .62, which can be considered a strong
projection. Of all leadership scales, leader’s consideration has the strongest projec-
tion (a = .83) on the interpersonal circumplex, with a main projection on the LM
(0 degrees; warm-agreeable) octant (Figure 3). Initiating structure has a weak projec-
tion (a = .33) on the interpersonal circumplex, with a main projection on the BC (135
degrees) octant (Figure 3). According to the definition of projections, transactional
leadership does not have a projection on the interpersonal circumplex, with a = .16
(Figure 2) and neither does passive leadership, with a projection of .16 on the
interpersonal circumplex.
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We expected a stronger relation between the interpersonal HEXACO scales and
charismatic leadership and leader’s consideration than between non-interpersonal
HEXACO scales and these two leadership styles. These expectations are confirmed
for leader’s consideration, but not for charismatic leadership. Although conscien-
tiousness and honesty-humility are related to leader’s consideration, the main corre-
lates are agreeableness and extraversion. Although the interpersonal personality
characteristics explain more variance in charismatic leadership than the non-
interpersonal personality characteristics, this amount of variance (when converted to
z-scores) is not significantly different. Charismatic leadership bears all the hallmarks
of a very desirable leadership style, with highly positive relations especially with
extraversion and conscientiousness (β = .33, p < .01), but also with agreeableness,
Leadership 4(4) Articles
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Figure 2 The construct correlation curves (CCCs) of the MLQ
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openness to experience (β = .20, p < .01) and honesty-humility (β = .13, p < .01),
and a negative relation with emotionality (β = –.19, p < .01). Note that the relation
of charismatic leadership with emotionality is opposite in sign from that of leader’s
consideration with emotionality.
Additionally, we expected the non-interpersonal personality scales to explain
more variance in transactional leadership, passive leadership, and leader’s initiating
structure than the interpersonal ones. For transactional leadership and passive leader-
ship these expectations were endorsed by the data (see Table 2). The non-interper-
sonal personality factor conscientiousness had the only significant relation with
transactional leadership in the regression equation. Although extraversion (β = –.23,
p < .01) and agreeableness (β = .19, p < .05) were related to passive leadership, the
main predictor was conscientiousness (β = –.47, p < .01). However, the expectations
were not supported for initiating structure. Initiating structure was positively related
to conscientiousness (β = .35, p < .01), but also negatively related to agreeableness
(β = –.38, p < .01).
Conclusions and discussion
The main conclusion of this study is that both charismatic leadership and leader’s
consideration can be almost entirely captured in terms of the leader’s personality,
while this is much less true for transactional leadership, passive leadership, and
leader’s initiating structure. Additionally, this study shows that each of the leadership
styles investigated has a markedly different personality profile. For instance, in this
study, charismatic leadership is characterized by high extraversion, high conscien-
tiousness, high agreeableness, high openness to experience, high honesty-humility,
and low emotionality, while leader’s consideration is characterized by high agree-
ableness, high extraversion, high conscientiousness, high honesty-humility, and high
emotionality. Viewed from the perspective of the interpersonal circumplex, charis-
matic and considerate leaders appear to have strong positive interpersonal character-
istics and are seen as highly warm and agreeable in their interaction. Initiating
structure is less interpersonal. Leaders high on initiating structure may not come
across as very ‘likeable’ to their subordinates. That is, subordinates may see those
leaders as somewhat arrogant and calculating. Both transactional leadership and
passive leadership are virtually devoid of interpersonal characteristics.
The results offer support to earlier findings. For instance, Judge and Bono (2000)
found the personality traits extraversion and agreeableness to be the most important
predictors of transformational leadership. Extraversion was the most important
predictor of charismatic leadership when using the HEXACO-PI, while agreeable-
ness was the most important predictor of charismatic leadership in the interpersonal
circumplex. Being both extraverted and agreeable may help leaders adequately deal
with social situations and may put subordinates more easily ‘at ease’. The positive
correlation in this study between charismatic leadership and openness to experience
shows that leaders with high openness to experience are more likely to come up with
new visions and ideas, which are important elements of charisma. Leaders who are
more expressive, enthusiastic, sociable, and supportive of subordinates might in turn
be better able to motivate subordinates to try these new ideas and insights. In contrast
with findings of Judge and Bono (2000), who did not find a relation between a
Leadership Leadership and Interpersonal Personality de Vries
411
403-417 095188 de Vries (D)  20/10/08  10:16  Page 411
 at Vrije Univ Bibliotheek on December 6, 2010lea.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
Leadership 4(4) Articles
412
Ta
bl
e 
2
Th
e 
re
la
tio
n 
be
tw
ee
n 
le
ad
er
’s 
H
EX
AC
O
 p
er
so
n
a
lit
y a
nd
 le
ad
er
sh
ip
 st
yl
es
 (b
oth
 ra
te
d 
by
 su
bo
rd
in
at
es
) (
n
=
 1
51
)
Le
ad
er
sh
ip
 s
ty
le
s
C
h
ar
is
m
at
ic
Tr
an
sa
ct
io
n
al
Pa
ss
iv
e
Le
ad
er
In
it
ia
ti
n
g
L.
L.
le
ad
er
sh
ip
co
n
si
d
er
at
io
n
st
ru
ct
u
re
H
EX
A
C
O
-P
I
Fi
n
al
 βs
a
R
2 /
F/
p
Fi
n
al
 βs
a
R
2 /
F/
p
Fi
n
al
 βs
a
R
2 /
F/
p
Fi
n
al
 βs
a
R
2 /
F/
p
Fi
n
al
 βs
a
R
2 /
F/
p
In
te
rp
er
so
na
l v
ar
’s
L’s
 e
X
tr
av
er
si
on
.3
5*
*
.0
6*
*
–.
23
**
.3
4*
*
.1
1*
*
L’s
 A
gr
ee
ab
le
ne
ss
.2
4*
*
.0
2*
*
.1
9*
*
.5
8*
*
–.
38
**
L’s
 E
m
ot
io
na
lit
y
–.
19
**
–.
05
**
.0
5*
*
.1
1*
*
–.
03
**
R2
(I)
b
.4
0*
*
.0
1*
*
.0
6*
*
.6
5*
*
.1
2*
*
N
on
-in
te
rp
er
so
na
l v
ar
’s
L’s
 C
on
sc
ie
nt
io
us
ne
ss
.3
3*
*
.3
0*
*
–.
47
**
.1
5*
*
.3
5*
*
L’s
 O
pe
nn
es
s 
to
 e
xp
er
.
.2
0*
*
–.
03
**
.0
0*
*
.0
0*
*
–.
15
**
L’s
 H
on
es
ty
-h
um
ili
ty
.1
3*
*
–.
07
**
–.
15
**
.1
4*
*
.0
4*
*
R2
(N
)b
.3
3*
*
.0
9*
*
.2
5*
*
.2
2*
*
.1
4*
*
F(
R2
(I)
 –
 R
2 (
N
))c
1.
12
**
2.
33
**
3.
73
**
7.
57
**
.5
0*
*
p
.2
6*
*
.0
2*
*
<
.0
1*
*
<
.0
1*
*
.6
2*
*
To
ta
l R
2
.6
0*
*
.1
0*
*
.3
1*
*
.7
0*
*
.2
5*
*
A
dj
us
te
d 
to
ta
l R
2
.5
8*
*
.0
6*
*
.2
8*
*
.6
9*
*
.2
1*
*
*p
<
 .0
5;
 *
*p
<
 .0
1.
a
Th
es
e 
ar
e 
th
e 
fin
al
 βs
, i
.e
. w
ith
 a
ll 
si
x 
H
EX
A
C
O
 s
ca
le
s 
in
 t
he
 r
eg
re
ss
io
n.
b
Th
es
e 
ar
e 
R2
s 
w
he
n 
on
ly
 t
hr
ee
 o
f 
th
e 
H
EX
A
C
O
 s
ca
le
s 
(e
ith
er
 in
te
rp
er
so
na
l o
r 
no
n-
in
te
rp
er
so
na
l) 
ar
e 
in
 t
he
 e
qu
at
io
n
c
Th
e 
F
va
lu
es
 a
re
 d
er
iv
ed
 b
y 
ca
lc
ul
at
in
g 
th
e 
di
ff
er
en
ce
 f
ro
m
 t
he
 z
-s
co
re
s 
fr
om
 t
he
 m
ul
tip
le
 R
s 
to
 c
on
ve
rt
ed
 R
2 s
.
403-417 095188 de Vries (D)  20/10/08  10:16  Page 412
 at Vrije Univ Bibliotheek on December 6, 2010lea.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
leader’s conscientiousness and transformational leadership, this study did establish
a strong positive relation between conscientiousness and charismatic leadership. This
study shows that, apart from sociability, leaders also have to be well-organized and
self-disciplined in their behaviours to be considered a charismatic example for their
subordinates. Consequently, in combination with honesty-humility, it appears that
leaders have to ‘walk their talk’ to enhance their charismatic appeal.
When considering emotionality as part of the interpersonal circumplex (Hofstee
et al., 1992; Saucier, 1992; Saucier et al., 2001), the results show that leader’s
consideration is the most interpersonal of the leadership styles by virtue of a strong
positive relation with agreeableness, while, relative to the amount of variance
explained by interpersonal personality, transactional leadership and passive leader-
ship are the most non-interpersonal leadership styles. Charismatic leadership has
strong relations with both interpersonal and non-interpersonal personality dimen-
sions, while initiating structure is also related to interpersonal personality by virtue
of a negative relation with agreeableness. However, confirming the non-interpersonal
aspects of transactional leadership and initiating structure is the strong positive
relation with leader’s conscientiousness.
Studies using different sources to measure personality and leadership, as reported
in Bono and Judge (2004), may fall into the trap of concluding that personality is not
an important correlate of leadership, while convergence is actually very strong. Meta-
analyses of agreement between different sources have revealed that the agreement of
different sources on subjective ratings is rather poor (Conway & Huffcutt, 1997;
Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). Of the meta-analytic derived mean correlations
between sources, the correlation between self-ratings and subordinate ratings appears
to be particularly low (r = .14/ρ = .26; Conway & Huffcutt, 1997). A recent large-
scale study on self-subordinate agreement on leadership behaviours reported similar
results, i.e. r = .16 (Ostroff et al., 2004). In a similar vein, Warr and Bourne (1999)
reported a correlation between self and subordinate ratings of leadership of .24.
These figures are almost similar or even lower than the meta-analytical derived
relation between leader’s self-rated extraversion and charisma or transformational
leadership rated by his/her subordinates or peers (Bono & Judge, 2004). The congru-
ence estimates obtained by Conway and Huffcutt (1997), Warr and Bourne (1999),
and Ostroff et al. (2004) may actually indicate a ceiling to the correlations obtained
from different sources, especially when they are derived from different hierarchical
levels in an organization. In contrast with Bono and Judge’s (2004) conclusion that
the ‘results linking personality with ratings of transformational and transactional
leadership behaviors were weak’ (p. 906), compared with the low level of agreement
of different rater sources, the effect sizes that they report may actually indicate a
strong overlap especially of personality and transformational leadership style
measures. More generally, the focus on multi-source ratings, although laudable, may
clash with the reality of low inter-rater agreement, especially when the raters, such
as leaders and subordinates, do not share each other’s functional perspectives. Warr
and Bourne (1999) argue that the average maximum across-source validity for
subjective measures may not be more than .30. If in a study two different subjective
measures approach this correlation in multi-source data, researchers need to be aware
that these measures may in fact be strongly similar or even tautological.
Another result of this study is that there is a clear distinction between more inter-
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personal and more non-interpersonal leadership styles. It is surprising that most
leadership theories have come up with scales that relate to these two aspects. Since
charismatic leadership is the most prototypical of the two (Lord & Maher, 1993), one
might argue that charismatic leadership and consideration have more to do with the
‘leadership’ side of leadership. According to Daft (2003) and McCartney and
Campbell (2006), a distinction can be made between a supervisor’s managerial
activities, such as resource planning, organizing, decision-making, problem-solving,
and controlling, and a supervisor’s leadership activities, which mainly revolve around
the interpersonal relationships between the supervisor and his/her subordinates. If we
abide by this distinction and, in the light of the results of this study, transactional
leadership, which incorporates controlling behaviours, and initiating structure (which
includes planning, organizing, and decision-making behaviours), has more to do with
the ‘managerial’ side than with the ‘leadership’ side of supervisor activities. Thus,
future research might like to distinguish between prototypical leadership and
management dimensions of supervision.
Overall, this study shows the strong ties between leadership and personality
ratings. Practically, this research suggests that, in assessment situations, both charis-
matic leadership and leader’s consideration can be captured almost fully by the most
important personality dimensions. Using personality instruments instead of, or
alongside, leadership instruments may help assessors to obtain a more differentiated
view of the strong and weak areas of a potential manager/leader. For instance, asses-
sors might learn from this study that charismatic leaders have the most desirable
personality profile, with low emotionality and high openness to experience setting
charismatic leadership apart from other leadership styles. Leaders who show
consideration are the most interpersonal involved through high extraversion, high
agreeableness and high emotionality. Transactional leaders are the most non-
interpersonal, by virtue of their high conscientiousness. Leaders who initiate struc-
ture are also conscientious, but in contrast to transactional leaders exhibit their
conscientiousness in a somewhat disagreeable way. Passive leaders come across as
agreeable, but also introvert and non-conscientious. Are we rating (interpersonal)
personality when rating leadership? Especially for charismatic leadership and
leader’s consideration, the answer from this study appears to be affirmative.
Acknowledgements
This research was funded by the Amsterdam School of Communication Research
(ASCoR) of the University of Amsterdam. Grateful acknowledgement is given to
Lizet Menke for her help during data collection.
Note
1. For a more recent version of the HEXACO-PI, please contact the first author, Kibeom
Lee (kibeom@ucalgary.ca), or Michael Ashton (mashton@brocku.ca).
References
Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2001) ‘A Theoretical Basis for the Major Dimensions of
Personality’, European Journal of Personality 15: 327–53.
Leadership 4(4) Articles
414
403-417 095188 de Vries (D)  20/10/08  10:16  Page 414
 at Vrije Univ Bibliotheek on December 6, 2010lea.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., De Vries, R. E., Perugini, M., Gnisci, A., & Sergi, I. (2006) ‘The
HEXACO Model of Personality Structure and Indigenous Lexical Personality Dimensions
in Italian, Dutch, and English’, Journal of Research in Personality 40: 851–75.
Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., & Goldberg, L. R. (2004) ‘A Hierarchical Analysis of 1,710 English
Personality-Descriptive Adjectives’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 87(5):
707–21.
Ashton, M. C., Lee, K., Perugini, M., Szarota, P., De Vries, R. E., Di Blas, L., Boies, K., &
De Raad, B. (2004) ‘A Six-factor Structure of Personality-descriptive Adjectives:
Solutions from Psycholexical Studies in Seven Languages’, Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology 86(2): 356–66.
Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991) ‘The Big Five Personality Dimensions and Job
Performance: A Meta-analysis’, Personnel Psychology 44(1): 1–26.
Bass, B. M. (1985) Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations. New York: Free
Press.
Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1997) Full Range Leadership Development: Manual for the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Palo Alto, CA: Mind Garden.
Bass, B. M., Avolio, B. J., Jung, D. I., & Berson, Y. (2003) ‘Predicting Unit Performance by
Assessing Transformational and Transactional Leadership’, Journal of Applied
Psychology 88(2): 207–18.
Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2004) ‘Personality and Transformational and Transactional
Leadership: A Meta-Analysis’, Journal of Applied Psychology 89(5): 901–10.
Brokken, F. B. (1978) The Language of Personality. University of Groningen, The
Netherlands: Unpublished doctoral dissertation.
Browne, M. W. (1992) ‘Circumplex Models for Correlation Matrices’, Psychometrika 57(4):
469–97.
Conway, J. M., & Huffcutt, A. I. (1997) ‘Psychometric Properties of Multisource
Performance Ratings: A Meta-analysis of Subordinate, Supervisor, Peer, and 
Self-ratings’, Human Performance 10(4): 331–60.
Crant, J. M., & Bateman, T. S. (2000) ‘Charismatic Leadership Viewed From Above:
The Impact of Proactive Personality’, Journal of Organizational Behavior 21(1): 
63–75.
Daft, R. L. (2003) Management (6th edn). Cincinnati, OH: South-Western.
De Raad, B. (1992) ‘The Replicability of the Big Five Personality Dimensions in Three
Word-classes of the Dutch Language’, European Journal of Personality 6(1): 15–29.
De Raad, B. (1995) ‘The Psycholexical Approach to the Structure of Interpersonal Traits’,
European Journal of Personality 9(2): 89–102.
De Raad, B., Hendriks, A. J., & Hofstee, W. K. (1992) ‘Towards a Refined Structure of
Personality Traits’, European Journal of Personality 6(4): 301–19.
De Vries, R. E., Roe, R. A., & Taillieu, T. C. B. (2002) ‘Need for Leadership as a Moderator
of the Relationships Between Leadership and Individual Outcomes’, The Leadership
Quarterly 13(2): 121–37.
De Vries, R. E., Roe, R. A., Taillieu, T. C. B., & Nelissen, N. J. M. (2004) ‘Behoefte aan
Leiderschap in Organisaties: Wie Heeft Het en Waarom? [Who Needs Leadership in
Organizations and Why?]’, Gedrag en Organisatie 17(4): 204–26.
Den Hartog, D., Van Muijen, J., & Koopman, P. (1994) ‘Transactioneel Versus
Transformationeel Leiderschap. Een Analyse van de MLQ in de Nederlandse Situatie
[Transactional Versus Transformational Leadership: An Analysis of the MLQ in Dutch
Organizations]’, Gedrag en Organisatie 7: 155–66.
Den Hartog, D. N., Van Muijen, J. J., & Koopman, P. L. (1997) ‘Transactional Versus
Transformational Leadership: An Analysis of the MLQ’, Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology 70(1): 19–34.
Leadership Leadership and Interpersonal Personality de Vries
415
403-417 095188 de Vries (D)  20/10/08  10:16  Page 415
 at Vrije Univ Bibliotheek on December 6, 2010lea.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
Fleishman, E. A. (1953) ‘The Description of Supervisory Behavior’, Journal of Applied
Psychology 37: 1–6.
Goodstein, L. D., & Lanyon, R. I. (1999) ‘Applications of Personality Assessment to the
Workplace: A Review’, Journal of Business and Psychology 13(3): 291–322.
Gurtman, M. B. (1993) ‘Constructing Personality Tests to Meet a Structural Criterion:
Application of the Interpersonal Circumplex’, Journal of Personality 61(2): 237–63.
Harris, M. M., & Schaubroeck, J. (1988) ‘A Meta-analysis of Self-supervisor, Self-peer, and
Peer-supervisor Ratings’, Personnel Psychology 41(1): 43–62.
Heinitz, K., Liepmann, D., & Felfe, J. R. (2005) ‘Examining the Factor Structure of the
MLQ: Recommendation for a Reduced Set of Factors’, European Journal of
Psychological Assessment 21(3): 182–90.
Hofstee, W. K., de Raad, B., & Goldberg, L. R. (1992) ‘Integration of the Big Five and
Circumplex Approaches to Trait Structure’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
63: 146–63.
Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2000) ‘Five-factor Model of Personality and Transformational
Leadership’, Journal of Applied Psychology 85(5): 751–65.
Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Ilies, R., & Gerhardt, M. W. (2002) ‘Personality and Leadership:
A Qualitative and Quantitative Review’, Journal of Applied Psychology 87(4): 765–80.
Judge, T. A., Higgins, C. A., Thoresen, C. J., & Barrick, M. R. (1999) ‘The Big Five
Personality Traits, General Mental Ability, and Career Success Across the Life Span’,
Personnel Psychology 52(3): 621–52.
Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004) ‘Transformational and Transactional Leadership:
A Meta-analytic Test of their Relative Validity’, Journal of Applied Psychology 89(5):
755–68.
Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., & Ilies, R. (2004) ‘The Forgotten Ones? The Validity of
Consideration and Initiating Structure in Leadership Research’, Journal of Applied
Psychology 89(1): 36–51.
Kacmar, K. M., Witt, L. A., Zivnuska, S., & Gully, S. M. (2003) ‘The Interactive Effect of
Leader-member Exchange and Communication Frequency on Performance Ratings’,
Journal of Applied Psychology 88(4): 764–72.
Leary, T. (1957) Interpersonal Diagnosis of Personality; A Functional Theory and
Methodology for Personality Evaluation. Oxford: Ronald Press.
Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2004) ‘Psychometric Properties of the HEXACO Personality
Inventory’, Multivariate Behavioral Research 39(2): 329–58.
Lee, K., Ashton, M. C., & De Vries, R. E. (2005) ‘Predicting Workplace Delinquency and
Integrity with the HEXACO and Five-factor Models of Personality Structure’, Human
Performance 18(2): 179–97.
Lim, B. C., & Ployhart, R. E. (2004) ‘Transformational Leadership: Relations to the 
Five-factor Model and Team Performance in Typical and Maximum Contexts’, Journal of
Applied Psychology 89(4): 610–21.
Lord, R. G., de Vader, C. L., & Alliger, G. M. (1986) ‘A Meta-analysis of the Relation
Between Personality Traits and Leadership Perceptions: An Application of Validity
Generalization Procedures’, Journal of Applied Psychology 71: 402–10.
Lord, R. G., & Maher, K. J. (1993) Leadership and Information Processing: Linking
Perceptions and Performance. New York: Routledge.
Lowe, K. B., Kroeck, K. G., & Sivasubramaniam, N. (1996) ‘Effectiveness Correlates of
Transformation and Transactional Leadership: A Meta-analytic Review of the MLQ
Literature’, The Leadership Quarterly 7(3): 385–425.
Markey, P. M., Funder, D. C., & Ozer, D. J. (2003) ‘Complementarity of Interpersonal
Behaviors in Dyadic Interactions’, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 29(9):
1082–90.
Leadership 4(4) Articles
416
403-417 095188 de Vries (D)  20/10/08  10:16  Page 416
 at Vrije Univ Bibliotheek on December 6, 2010lea.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
McCartney, W. W., & Campbell, C. R. (2006) ‘Leadership, Management, and Derailment:
A Model of Individual Success and Failure’, Leadership and Organization Development
Journal 27(3): 190–202.
Mount, M. K., Barrick, M. R., & Stewart, G. L. (1998) ‘Five-factor Model of Personality and
Performance in Jobs Involving Interpersonal Interactions’, Human Performance 11(2–3):
145–65.
Ostroff, C., Atwater, L. E., & Feinberg, B. J. (2004) ‘Understanding Self-other Agreement:
A Look at Rater and Ratee Characteristics, Context, and Outcomes’, Personnel
Psychology 57(2): 333–75.
Pincus, A. L., Gurtman, M. B., & Ruiz, M. A. (1998) ‘Structural Analysis of Social Behavior
(SASB): Circumplex Analyses and Structural Relations with the Interpersonal Circle and
the Five-factor Model of Personality’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
74(6): 1629–45.
Saucier, G. (1992) ‘Benchmarks: Integrating Affective and Interpersonal Circles with the Big
Five Personality Factors’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 62(6): 1025–35.
Saucier, G., Ostendorf, F., & Peabody, D. (2001) ‘The Non-evaluative Circumplex of
Personality Adjectives’, Journal of Personality 69(4): 537–82.
Seltzer, J., & Bass, B. M. (1990) ‘Transformational Leadership: Beyond Initiation and
Consideration’, Journal of Management 16: 693–703.
Syroit, J. (1979) ‘Mens- en Taakgerichtheid: Constructie en Validering van een Verkorte
Leiderschapsschaal [Human- and Task-orientation: Construction and Validation of a
Shortened Leadership Scale]’, Gedrag, Tijdschrift voor Psychologie 3: 176–92.
Tracey, T. J., Ryan, J. M., & Jaschik Herman, B. (2001) ‘Complementarity of Interpersonal
Circumplex Traits’, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 27(7): 786–97.
Trapnell, P. D., & Wiggins, J. S. (1990) ‘Extension of the Interpersonal Adjective Scales to
Include the Big Five Dimensions of Personality’, Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 59(4): 781–90.
Wagner, C. C., Kiesler, D. J., & Schmidt, J. A. (1995) ‘Assessing the Interpersonal
Transaction Cycle: Convergence of Action and Reaction Interpersonal Circumplex
Measures’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 69(5): 938–49.
Warr, P., & Bourne, A. (1999) ‘Factors Influencing Two Types of Congruence in Multirater
Judgments’, Human Performance 12(3–4): 183–210.
Wiggins, J. S. (1995) Interpersonal Adjective Scales Professional Manual. Odessa, FL:
Psychological Assessment Resources.
Wiggins, J. S., Phillips, N., & Trapnell, P. (1989) ‘Circular Reasoning About Interpersonal
Behavior: Evidence Concerning Some Untested Assumptions Underlying Diagnostic
Classification’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 56(2): 296–305.
Yukl, G. A. (2002) Leadership in Organizations (5 edn). Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall Publishers.
Reinout E. de Vries is an Assistant Professor at the Work and Organizational
Psychology department of the VU University Amsterdam, The Netherlands. His
research interests focus on leadership, personality, and communication styles. [email:
re.de.vries@psy.vu.nl]
Leadership Leadership and Interpersonal Personality de Vries
417
403-417 095188 de Vries (D)  20/10/08  10:16  Page 417
 at Vrije Univ Bibliotheek on December 6, 2010lea.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
